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The State Controller’s Office audited the costs claimed by Sacramento County for the 
legislatively mandated Sexually Violent Predators Program (Chapters 762 and 763, Statutes of 
1995, and Chapter 4, Statutes of 1996) for the period of July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2002. 
 
The county claimed $1,503,298 ($1,503,920 in costs less a $622 penalty for late filing) for the 
mandated program. Our audit disclosed that $1,269,488 is allowable and $233,810 is 
unallowable. The unallowable costs occurred primarily because the county claimed unallowable 
and unsupported prisoner transportation costs. The State paid the county $1,045,313.  Allowable 
costs claimed exceed the amount paid by $224,175. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact Jim L. Spano, Chief, Compliance Audits Bureau, at 
(916) 323-5849. 
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Sacramento County Sexually Violent Predators Program 

Audit Report 
 

Summary The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by 
Sacramento County for the legislatively mandated Sexually Violent 
Predators Program (Chapters 762 and 763, Statutes of 1995, and 
Chapter 4, Statutes of 1996) for the period of July 1, 1999, through 
June 30, 2002. The last day of fieldwork was June 27, 2005. 
 
The county claimed $1,503,298 ($1,503,920 in costs less a $622 penalty 
for late filing) for the mandated program. Our audit disclosed that 
$1,269,488 is allowable and $233,810 is unallowable. The unallowable 
costs occurred primarily because the county claimed unallowable and 
unsupported prisoner transportation costs. The State paid the county 
$1,045,313. Allowable costs claimed exceed the amount paid by 
$224,175. 
 
 

Background Welfare and Institutions Code Sections 6250 and 6600 through 6608 
(added by Chapters 762 and 763, Statutes of 1995, and Chapter 4, 
Statutes of 1996) establish new civil commitment procedures for the 
continued detention and treatment of sexually violent offenders 
following their completion of a prison term for certain sex-related 
offenses. Before detention and treatment are imposed, the county 
attorney is required to file a petition for civil commitment. A trial is then 
conducted to determine if the inmate is a sexually violent predator 
beyond a reasonable doubt. If the inmate accused of being a sexually 
violent predator is indigent, the test claim legislation requires counties to 
provide the indigent with the assistance of counsel and experts necessary 
to prepare the defense. 
 
On June 25, 1998, the Commission on State Mandates (COSM) 
determined that Chapters 762 and 763, Statutes of 1995, and Chapter 4, 
Statutes of 1996, imposed a reimbursable state mandate under 
Government Code Section 17561. 
 
Parameters and Guidelines establishes the state mandate and defines 
reimbursement criteria. COSM adopted Parameters and Guidelines on 
September 24, 1998. In compliance with Government Code Section 
17558, the SCO issues claiming instructions for mandated programs, to 
assist local agencies in claiming reimbursable costs. 
 
 

Objective, 
Scope, and 
Methodology 

We conducted the audit to determine whether costs claimed represent 
increased costs resulting from the Sexually Violent Predators Program 
for the period of July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2002. 
 
Our audit scope included, but was not limited to, determining whether 
costs claimed were supported by appropriate source documents, were not 
funded by another source, and were not unreasonable and/or excessive. 
 
We conducted the audit according to Government Auditing Standards, 
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States, and under the 
authority of Government Code Section 17558.5. We did not audit the 
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county’s financial statements. We limited our audit scope to planning 
and performing audit procedures necessary to obtain reasonable 
assurance that costs claimed were allowable for reimbursement. 
Accordingly, we examined transactions, on a test basis, to determine 
whether the costs claimed were supported. 
 
We limited our review of the county’s internal controls to gaining an 
understanding of the transaction flow and claim preparation process as 
necessary to develop appropriate auditing procedures. 
 
 

Conclusion Our audit disclosed instances of noncompliance with the requirements 
outlined above. These instances are described in the accompanying 
Summary of Program Costs (Schedule 1) and in the Findings and 
Recommendations section of this report. 
 
For the audit period, Sacramento County claimed $1,503,298 
($1,503,920 in costs less a $622 penalty for late filing) for costs of the 
Sexually Violent Predators Program. Our audit disclosed that $1,269,488 
is allowable and $233,810 is unallowable.  
 
For fiscal year (FY) 1999-2000, the State paid the county $383,599. Our 
audit disclosed that $323,649 is allowable. The county should return 
$59,950 to the State. 
 
For FY 2000-01, the State paid the county $423,737. Our audit disclosed 
that $359,736 is allowable. The county should return $64,001 to the 
State.  
 
For FY 2001-02, the State paid the county $237,977. Our audit disclosed 
that $586,103 is allowable. The State will pay allowable costs claimed 
that exceed the amount paid, totaling $348,126, contingent upon 
available appropriations. 
 
 

Views of 
Responsible 
Official 

We issued a draft audit report on August 15, 2005. Dave Irish, the 
county’s Director of Finance, responded by letter dated September 22, 
2005, agreeing with the audit results. The county’s response is included 
as an attachment to this audit report. 
 
 

Restricted Use This report is solely for the information and use of Sacramento County, 
the California Department of Finance, and the SCO; it is not intended to 
be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. 
This restriction is not intended to limit distribution of this report, which 
is a matter of public record. 
 
 
 
Original Signed By: 
 
JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD 
Chief, Division of Audits 
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Sacramento County Sexually Violent Predators Program 

Schedule 1— 
Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2002 
 
 

Cost Elements  
Actual Costs 

Claimed 
Allowable 
per Audit  

Audit 
Adjustment Reference 1

July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2000      

District Attorney:      
Salaries  $ 63,591 $ 62,851 $ (740) Finding 1 
Benefits   19,438  19,438  —  
Services and supplies   412  19,777  19,365 Finding 2 
Training and travel   —  —  —  
Indirect costs   40,240  19,124  (21,116) Finding 2 

Subtotal   123,681  121,190  (2,491)  

Public Defender:      
Services and supplies   69,920  69,920  —  

Sheriff:      
Salaries   34,172  8,343  (25,829) Finding 4 
Benefits   17,684  4,306  (13,378) Finding 4 
Services and supplies   120,874  117,312  (3,562) Finding 4 
Training and travel   —  —  —  
Indirect costs   17,890  3,200  (14,690) Findings 3, 4 

Subtotal   190,620  133,161  (57,459)  

Total costs   384,221  324,271  (59,950)  
Less late penalty   (622)  (622)  —  

Total reimbursable costs  $ 383,599  323,649 $ (59,950)  
Less amount paid by the State    (383,599)   

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ (59,950)   

July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001      

District Attorney:      
Salaries  $ 91,503 $ 92,300 $ 797 Finding 1 
Benefits   29,812  29,812  —  
Services and supplies   —  40,287  40,287 Finding 2 
Training and travel   —  —  —  
Indirect costs   59,762  26,498  (33,264) Finding 2 

Subtotal   181,077  188,897  7,820  

Public Defender:      
Services and supplies   55,824  55,824  —  
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Sacramento County Sexually Violent Predators Program 

Schedule 1 (continued) 
 
 

Cost Elements  
Actual Costs 

Claimed 
Allowable 
per Audit  

Audit 
Adjustment Reference 1

July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001 (continued)     

Sheriff:      
Salaries   42,854  13,937  (28,917) Findings 1, 4 
Benefits   21,718  7,000  (14,718) Findings 1, 4 
Services and supplies   93,009  87,088  (5,921) Findings 1, 4 
Training and travel   843  843  —  
Indirect costs   28,412  6,147  (22,265) Findings 1, 3, 4

Subtotal   186,836  115,015  (71,821)  

Total costs   423,737  359,736  (64,001)  
Less late penalty   —  —  —  

Total reimbursable costs  $ 423,737  359,736 $ (64,001)  
Less amount paid by the State    (423,737)   

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ (64,001)   

July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2002      

District Attorney:      
Salaries  $ 154,506 $ 154,297 $ (209) Finding 1 
Benefits   40,660  40,608  (52) Finding 1 
Services and supplies   299  50,664  50,365 Finding 2 
Training and travel   2,075  2,075  —  
Indirect costs   86,459  40,423  (46,036) Finding 2 

Subtotal   283,999  288,067  4,068  

Public Defender:      
Services and supplies   71,587  71,587  —  

Sheriff:      
Salaries   63,567  17,244  (46,323) Finding 4 
Benefits   31,661  8,430  (23,231) Finding 4 
Services and supplies   200,199  193,097  (7,102) Finding 4 
Training and travel   —  —  —  
Indirect costs   44,949  7,678  (37,271) Findings 3, 4 

Subtotal   340,376  226,449  (113,927)  

Total costs   695,962  586,103  (109,859)  
Less late penalty   —  —  —  

Total reimbursable costs  $ 695,962  586,103 $ (109,859)  
Less amount paid by the State    (237,977)   

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 348,126   
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Sacramento County Sexually Violent Predators Program 

Schedule 1 (continued) 
 
 

Cost Elements  
Actual Costs 

Claimed 
Allowable 
per Audit  

Audit 
Adjustment Reference 1

Summary:  July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2002     

District Attorney:      
Salaries  $ 309,600 $ 309,448 $ (152) Finding 1 
Benefits   89,910  89,858  (52) Finding 1 
Services and supplies   711  110,728  110,017 Finding 2 
Training and travel   2,075  2,075  —  
Indirect costs   186,461  86,045  (100,416) Finding 2 

Subtotal   588,757  598,154  9,397  

Public Defender:      
Services and supplies   197,331  197,331  —  

Sheriff:      
Salaries   140,593  39,524  (101,069) Findings 1, 4 
Benefits   71,063  19,736  (51,327) Findings 1, 4 
Services and supplies   414,082  397,497  (16,585) Findings 1, 4 
Training and travel   843  843  —  
Indirect costs   91,251  17,025  (74,226) Findings 1, 3, 4

Subtotal   717,832  474,625  (243,207)  

Total costs   1,503,920  1,270,110  (233,810)  
Less late penalty   (622)  (622)  —  

Total reimbursable costs  $ 1,503,298  1,269,488 $ (233,810)  
Less amount paid by the State    (1,045,313)   

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 224,175   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
1 See the Findings and Recommendations section. 
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Sacramento County Sexually Violent Predators Program 

Findings and Recommendations 
 

The county submitted claims for reimbursement that contained various 
mathematical errors. 

FINDING 1— 
Mathematical errors 
on claims  

Parameters and Guidelines for the Sexually Violent Predators Program 
specifies that local agencies shall be entitled to reimbursement for actual 
costs incurred in providing the mandated services.  
 
We have adjusted claimed costs for the mathematical errors as follows. 
 

  Fiscal Year   
  1999-2000 2000-01  2001-02  Total 

District Attorney:         
Salaries  $ (740)  $ 797  $ (209)  $ (152)
Benefits   —   —   (52)   (52)

Subtotal   (740)   797   (261)   (204)
Sheriff:         

Salaries   —   654   —   654
Benefits   —   343   —   343
Services and supplies   —   142   —   142
Indirect costs   —   464   —   464

Subtotal   —   1,603   —   1,603
Audit adjustment  $ (740)  $ 2,400  $ (261)  $ 1,399

 
Recommendation 
 
We recommend that the county review the claim detail and verify its 
mathematical accuracy prior to submission. 
 
County’s Response 
 
The county agreed with the finding. 
 
SCO’s Comment 
 
The finding and recommendation remain unchanged. 
 
 
The county’s indirect cost rate proposals (ICRPs) submitted with its 
claims classified substantial costs of the District Attorney’s Office as 
indirect costs without adequate support or justification. Some of these 
costs should have been classified as direct costs and charged to other 
programs, and not to the mandate. 

FINDING 2— 
District Attorney’s 
indirect costs 
overstated 

 
Subsequent to the submission of its mandate claims, the county 
submitted revised ICRPs that reclassified a portion of indirect costs as 
direct costs to the benefiting programs and reduced its indirect cost rate 
for fiscal year (FY) 1999-2000 from 49.8% to 23.24%, for FY 2000-01 
from 49.9% to 21.7%, and for FY 2001-02 from 44.3% to 20.74%.  
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Parameters and Guidelines specifies that only actual increased costs 
incurred in the performance of the mandated activities and adequately 
documented are reimbursable.  
 
Federal Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-87 (Cost 
Principles for State, Local, and Indian Tribal Governments), Attachment 
A, Section F.1., specifies that indirect costs are allowable only when the 
costs cannot reasonably be identified to a particular program, and are 
allocated to each program in accordance with the relative benefits 
received. 
 
We reviewed the county’s revised ICRPs, and determined that its revised 
methodology and computations were in compliance with the provisions 
of OMB Circular A-87. We used the county’s revised indirect cost rates 
to make the following adjustments to claimed costs. 
 

 Fiscal Year  
 1999-2000 2000-01  2001-02 Total 

District Attorney:      
Indirect costs claimed $ (40,240) $ (59,762)  $ (86,459) $ (186,461)
Indirect costs allowed:      
Salaries and benefits allowable  82,289  122,112   194,905  
Revised indirect cost rate allowable × 23.24% × 21.70%  × 20.74%  

Indirect cost allowed  19,124  26,498   40,423  86,045

Indirect costs overclaimed  (21,116)  (33,264)   (46,036)  (100,416)
Services and supplies costs underclaimed  19,365  40,287   50,365  110,017

Total audit adjustment $ (1,751) $ 7,023  $ 4,329 $ 9,601
 
Recommendation 
 
We recommend that the county ensure that costs claimed are eligible 
increased costs incurred as a result of the mandate, and that indirect costs 
claimed are in accordance with the provisions of OMB Circular A-87. 
 
County’s Response 
 
The county agreed with the finding.  In addition, the county stated that it 
intends to use the revised ICRP methodology and the revised method for 
calculating direct non-salary and benefit costs for the District Attorney’s 
Office for future SB 90 claims for the District Attorney’s Office. The 
county’s complete response is included as an attachment to this audit 
report. 
 
SCO’s Comment 
 
The finding and recommendation remain unchanged. The revised ICRP 
methodology and the revised method for calculating direct non-salary 
and benefit costs for the District Attorney’s Office comply with OMB 
Circular A-87 requirements. 
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FINDING 3— 
Sheriff Department’s 
indirect costs 
overstated 

Indirect costs claimed for the Sheriff’s Department were overstated. 
Certain services and supplies costs were included as direct costs in the 
Sheriff Department’s computation of the main jail housing rate, and were 
included again in the Sheriff Department’s computation of its indirect 
cost rate. 
 
Subsequent to the submission of its mandate claims, the county 
submitted revised ICRPs that corrected the allocation of main jail 
services and supplies costs, and reclassified a portion of the indirect costs 
as direct costs. The revised ICRPs reduced the claimed indirect cost rate 
for FY 1999-2000 from 34.5% to 25.3%, for FY 2000-01 from 44% to 
28.5%, and for FY 2001-02 from 46.5% to 29.9%. 
 
OMB Circular A-87, Attachment A, Section C., specifies that any cost 
allocable to a particular program or cost objective may not also be 
charged to other programs or cost objectives.  
 
We used the county’s revised indirect cost rates for the Sheriff’s 
Department to make the following adjustments to claimed costs. 
 

 Fiscal Year  
 1999-2000 2000-01  2001-02 Total 

Sheriff:      
Indirect costs  $ (1,164) $ (3,091)  $ (4,928) $ (9,183)

 
Recommendation 
 
We recommend that the county ensure that costs claimed are eligible 
increased costs incurred as a result of the mandate, and that indirect costs 
claimed are in accordance with the provisions of OMB Circular A-87. 
 
County’s Response 
 
The county agreed with the finding. In addition, the county stated that, in 
future SB 90 claims for the Sheriff’s Department, it intends to pro-rate 
the cost of non-salary and benefit costs based on direct salaries and 
benefits by program in the directly related fund center and to claim the 
pro-rated costs as direct. The county’s complete response is included as 
an attachment to this audit report. 
 
SCO’s Comment 
 
The finding and recommendation remain unchanged. The county’s 
proposed treatment of non-salary and benefit costs on future SB 90 claims 
for the Sheriff’s Department would be acceptable, provided that it complies 
with the provisions of OMB Circular A-87. 
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The county claimed sexually violent predator transportation costs that 
were unallowable or unsupported. 

FINDING 4— 
Sheriff Department’s 
prisoner 
transportation costs 
overstated 

 
The county claimed costs for transporting sexually violent predator 
prisoners between state correctional facilities and the county jail (long 
haul trips) when the Sheriff’s Department incurred no increased costs. 
These prisoners were transported in the same vehicles and at the same 
time as other prisoners were being transported, and therefore did not 
incur additional labor or vehicle costs.  
 
In addition, the county claimed costs for transporting these prisoners 
between the county jail and the county courthouse (short haul trips) for 
court hearings. However, the Sheriff’s Department did not maintain 
documentation for these trips to support that it had incurred additional 
costs as a result of transporting these prisoners. 
 
Parameters and Guidelines specifies that only actual increased costs 
incurred in the performance of the mandated activities and adequately 
documented are reimbursable.  
 
As a result, we have adjusted claimed costs as follows. 
 

 Fiscal Year  
 1999-2000 2000-01  2001-02 Total 

Sheriff:        
Salaries  $ (25,829) $ (29,571)  $ (46,323)  $ (101,723)
Benefits   (13,378)  (15,061)   (23,231)   (51,670)
Services and supplies   (3,562)  (6,063)   (7,102)   (16,727)
Indirect costs   (13,526)  (19,638)   (32,343)   (65,507)

Audit adjustment  $ (56,295) $ (70,333)  $ (108,999)  $ (235,627)
 
Recommendation 
 
We recommend that the county ensure that costs claimed are eligible 
increased costs incurred as a result of the mandate and that they are 
supported by appropriate documentation. 
 
County’s Response 
 
The county agreed with the finding. 
 
SCO’s Comment 
 
The finding and recommendation remain unchanged. 
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Attachment— 
County’s Response to 
Draft Audit Report 
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